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Abstract

We present an analysis of nonperturbative contributions to the transverse momentum
distribution of Z/~* bosons produced at hadron colliders. The new data on the angular
distribution ¢; of Drell-Yan pairs measured at the Tevatron is shown to be in excellent
agreement with a perturbative QCD prediction based on the Collins-Soper-Sterman (CSS)
resummation formalism at NNLL accuracy. Using these data, we determine the nonper-
turbative component of the CSS resummed cross section and estimate its dependence on
arbitrary resummation scales and other factors. With the scale dependence included at the

NNLL level, a significant nonperturbative component is needed to describe the angular data.
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1 Introduction

QCD factorization methods utilizing transverse-momentum-dependent (TMD) parton distri-
butions and fragmentation functions provide a powerful framework for describing multi-scale
observables in high-energy hadron interactions. Production of Drell-Yan lepton-antilepton pairs
in Z/~* boson production in hadron-hadron collisions is one basic process in which TMD fac-
torization is applied to predict the boson’s transverse momentum (Qr) distribution and related
angular distributions. Collinear QCD factorization is applicable for describing lepton pairs with
Q7 of order of the invariant mass () of the pair. The respective large-Q7 cross sections have
been computed up to two loops in the QCD coupling strength o [, 2, B, [4] and are in reasonable
agreement with the data.

But, at small Qr, all-order resummation of large logarithms In(Q7/Q) needs to be per-
formed [5, 6, [7] to obtain sensible cross sections. TMD factorization provides a systematic
framework for ()7 resummation to all orders in oy, as has been shown in classical papers by
Collins, Soper, and Sterman (CSS) [8, 9] 10, 11l 12]. The resummed cross sections have been
computed at various QCD orders in the CSS formalism and kindred approaches [13] [14] [15]
16l 17, 18 19, B, [4, 20, 21, 22]. In addition to perturbative radiative contributions, the re-
summed cross sections include a nonperturbative component associated with QCD dynamics at
momentum scales below 1 GeV. Understanding of the nonperturbative terms is important for
tests of TMD factorization and precision studies of electroweak boson production, including the
measurement of W boson mass [23].

Instead of measuring @ distributions directly, one can measure the distribution in the angle
¢y [24] that is closely related to Qr/Q. The ¢} distributions have been recently measured both
at the Tevatron [25] and Large Hadron Collider [26] 27]. Small experimental errors of the ¢}
measurements (as low as 0.5%) allow one to test the Qr resummation formalism at an unprece-
dented level. On the theory side, the small-QQ7 resummed form factor for Z boson production
has been computed to NNLL/NNLO [ZS]H We would like to confront precise theoretical pre-
dictions implemented in programs LEGACY and REsBos [29, [30 B1] by the new experimental
data to obtain quantitative constraints on the nonperturbative contributions.

Such analysis is technically challenging and requires to examine several effects that were

negligible in the previous studies of the resummed nonperturbative terms [29, B1, 32]. The

2Throughout the paper, “NNLO” will consistently refer to the cross sections of order o2, in accordance with
the observation that the lowest-order non-zero contribution to the resummed @Qr distribution arises from the
subprocess g§ — V of order o2. This is to be distinguished from an alternative convention that may be applied

at large Qr [28] 20], according to which the a? contributions are of the next-to-leading order (NLO).



framework for the fitting of Drell-Yan processes in the CSS formalism must be extended to
the ¢y, rather than @, distributions. Nonperturbative effects must be distinguished from
comparable modifications by NNLO QCD corrections, NLO electroweak (EW) corrections, and
the associated perturbative uncertainties.

To carry out this study, we modified the Q7 resummation calculation employed in our
previous studies to evaluate NNLO QCD (a?) and NLO EW (agw) perturbative contributions
and consider the residual QCD scale dependence associated with higher-order terms. This
implementation was utilized to determine the nonperturbative factor from the D@ Run-2 data
on the ¢y distributions.

Our findings shed light on several questions raised in recent studies of TMD factoriza-
tion [33, B4, B5, 36, B7, B8, B9, 40, 41, 42, 43, [44, 45] and soft-collinear-effective (SCET)
theory [46], 47, 48]. We examine if the ¢, data corroborate the universal behavior of the
resummed nonperturbative terms that is expected from the TMD factorization theorem [11]
and was observed in the global analyses of Drell-Yan @Qr distributions at fixed-target and col-
lider energies [31, B2]. We also investigate the rapidity dependence of the nonperturbative
terms, which may be indicative of new types of higher-order contributions [49]. It has been
argued [4], (501 20} 21} 22] that the evidence for nonperturbative smearing is inconclusive because
of a large QCD scale dependence. Since the magnitude of the scale dependence reduces with
the order of the calculation, we include the dependence on the soft scales in the resummed cross
section up to @(a?), i.e. NNLL/NNLO. In this case, the radiative contributions are estimated
to the same order as in [28], either exactly or approximately, and we also include contribu-
tions responsible for the dependence on the resummation scales to one higher order (a?) than
in [4 50, 20, 21, 22).

Based on our numerical implementation, we demonstrate that the impact of the power-
suppressed contributions is generically distinct from the scale dependence: the nonperturbative
effects can be distinguished from the NNLO scale uncertainties. The nonperturbative component
that we find is consistent with a universal quadratic (Gaussian) power-suppressed contribution
of the kind that may be expected on general grounds [I1], and of a magnitude that is compatible
with a previous global analysis of Drell-Yan Qr distributions [32].

The D@ data are precise enough and may be able to distinguish between the Gaussian
and alternative nonperturbative functions that have been recently proposed [51]. It would be
insightful to examine constraints on a variety of the nonperturbative models that are currently
discussed [45], [46], 44], 52], as well as the /s dependence of the nonperturbative contributions by

using a combination of the Tevatron and LHC data. As such investigation demands significant



computational resources, it will be pursued in future work.

Our main numerical results have been reported at the QCD Evolution Workshop at Thomas
Jefferson National Accelerator Facility in May 2012 [53]. The current paper documents this
analysis in detail and is organized as follows. Section [2] reviews the relation between the ¢}
angle and transverse momentum Q7 in the Collins-Soper-Sterman notations (Sec. 2.1]), general
structure of the resummed cross section and estimation of NNLO contributions and their scale
dependence (Secs. 2.2, 23] 2.4]), nonperturbative model (Sec. 2.5]), matching of the small-Q
and large-Qp terms (Sec. [2.0)), photon radiation contribution (Sec. 2.7)), and numerical accuracy
(Sec. Z8). In Sec. 29 distinctions between the NNLL/NNLO resummed Qp distributions
obtained in the CSS formalism and the alternative approach of Refs. [82], 19, 28] are summarized.

Next, in Sec. B the size of the nonperturbative contributions is estimated by a x? analysis
of the DO data in three bins of vector boson rapidity (yz), by applying two different methods
to examine the scale dependence of the resummed cross section. By using the constraining
power of this data set, we suggest a Gaussian smearing factor suitable for W and Z production,
and we give an estimate at 68% C.L. for the leading parameter of the NP functional form. We
provide the user with several sets of grids of theory predictions for phenomenological applications
based on CT10 NNLO [54] PDF eigenvector sets, and for scans of the nonperturbative smearing

function and estimates of its uncertainty in future measurements.

2 Overview of the resummation method

2.1 Relation between Q7 and ¢; variables

The Collins-Soper-Sterman (CSS) resummation formalism predicts fully differential distribu-
tions in electroweak boson production, including decay of heavy bosons. While the original
formulation of the CSS formalism deals with resummation of logarithms dependent on the bo-
son’s transverse momentum @7, it can be readily extended to resum angular variables of decay
particles. One such variable is the azimuthal angle separation Ay of the leptons in the lab
frame, which approaches 7 (back-to-back production of leptons in the transverse plane) when
Qr — 0. Consequently, the region Ay — 7 is sensitive to small-Q7 resummation [30].
Recently, an angular variable ¢; was proposed in [24] that has an experimental advantage
compared to Q7 and Ap. The ¢, variable is not affected by the experimental resolution on
the magnitudes of the leptons’ (transverse) momenta that limits the accuracy of the Qp mea-
surement. Soft and collinear resummation for the ¢ distribution can be worked out either

analytically [20) 21, 50, 22] or numerically by integrating the resummed Qp distribution over



the leptons’ phase space.

To describe decays of massive bosons, the CSS formalism [30] usually operates with the
lepton polar angle 6¢g and azimuthal angle pcg in the Collins-Soper (CS) reference frame [55].
The CS frame is a rest frame of the vector boson in which the z axis bisects the angle formed
by the momenta p; and -p> of the incident quark and antiquark. In the CS frame, the decay

leptons escape back-to-back (ﬂ + l; = 0), and the electron’s and positron’s 4-momenta are

l’f]cs frame = (@/2) {1, cos pcs sinbcs, sin pcs sin 0o, cos Ocs}, (1)

and
5cs frame = (Q/2) {1, — cos pos sinfcs, — sinpog sinfcs, — cos fos} - (2)

On the other hand, the angular variable ¢; is defined in a different frame (“n frame”), in
which the leptons escape 9,’; and ™ — 9,’; with respect to the incident beams direction. The 7
frame is related to the lab frame by a boost § = tanh((n + 72) /2) along the incident beam
direction, where n; and 7y are the pseudorapidities of e~ and e™ in the lab frame. The frame
coincides with the CS frame when Q7 = 0. Knowing the polar angle 0 in the 7 frame and the
difference Ap = @1 — o of the lepton’s azimuthal angles in the transverse plane to the beam
direction, one defines

¢y, = tan (Pacop/2) sin by, (3)

in terms of the acoplanarity angle @acop = ™ — Ap. We write cos 6 as a function of the lepton

momenta in the lab frame as

I+ —+
cos 0F = tanh <771 _ 772) - Wl =yl _ f(ecosfcs) — f(—cosbcs) (4)
n 2 - — — — — ,
«/lfl2 +1/13 l; f(cosbcs) + f(—cosbos)

where zfQ = (9, +15,)/V2,

f(cosbes) = \/M% + 2M7Q cos s + Q2 cos? Ocg — Q% sin? ¢ cos? pcs, (5)

and M% =Q%+ Q?p. We also write cos Ay as

cos Ap = (Q?p — Q%sin?fcg — Q% sin? O cos? pes)

x[(Q?sin? Ocs + Q% sin? O cos? pos + Q%)% — AMZQZ sin? ¢ cos? @Cs]_%. (6)
In the limit Q7 — 0, ¢;, simplifies to
¢y ~ (Qr/Q)sin pcs, (7)



since tan(Pacop/2) = /(1 + cos Ayp) / (1 — cos Ap), and

Qr sinpcs > 2 ()

0 0 A 142 =
n — Ocs, cos Ap — + (Q Sin Ocs

Measurement of ¢; thus directly probes Qr / QH

Relations like these can analytically express the ¢; distribution in terms of the Qr distri-
bution, but in practice it is easier to compute the ¢y distribution by Monte-Carlo integration
in RESBOS code. In this case, the interval of small Q7/Q maps onto the region of small by
For example, in Z production at @ ~ My, the range 1073 < ¢y, < 0.5 radians corresponds to
0.1 £ Qr <50 GeV.

2.2 General structure of the resummed cross section

The resummed cross sections that we present are based on the calculation in [I3], 29, 30l B1]
with added higher-order radiative contributions (Secs. 2.3 2.4) and modified nonperturbative
model (Sec. 2.0)). We write the fully differential cross section for Z boson production and decay

as

do (h1h2 — (Z — EZ)X)
dQ? dyz dQ3 dcosfcs dpcs

4
= Y Fu(Q,Qr,y) Aa (s, p0s) (9)

a=-—1

in terms of the structure functions Fj(Q,Q7,yz) and angular functions A, (fcs, ¢cs). The
variables @, Qr, and yz correspond to the invariant mass, transverse momentum, and rapidity
of the boson in the lab frame; 6cg and pcg are the lepton decay angles in the CS frame. Among
the structure functions F,,, two (associated with the angular functions A_; = 1 + cos? fcg and
Az = 2cos Ocg) include resummation of soft and collinear logarithms in the small-Qp limit. For

such functions, we write

Fa(Qu QTa yZ) = WOC(Qu QTa Yz, Cl/b7 CQQa 03/1)) + Y(X(Qa QTa Yz, C4Q)7 (10)
where 28
WQ(Q7QT7yZ) = /meiQT.b Z Wamj(b?Q?yZ) (11)
Jj=u,d,s...

is introduced to resum small-Qr logarithms to all orders in as. The W term depends on several

auxiliary QCD scales C1/b, C2Q, and Cs/b with constant coefficients C1 23 ~ 1 that emerge

3The asymptotic relation between ¢, and Q7 /Q can alternatively be obtained by introducing the component
ar of QT along the thrust axis 7 = (l_iT — l_éT)/|l_iT — f27T|, where l_‘LT and l_‘gyT are the transverse momenta of

e~ and e, and identifying ar = Q7 sin pcs at Qr — 0 21 22| 24, [56].



from the solution of differential equations describing renormalization and gauge invariance of
Q7 distributions [8, 12]. Y, (Q, Qr,yz; C4Q) is a part of the non-singular remainder, or “the Y
term”’. It depends on a factorization and renormalization momentum scale CyQ.

The Fourier-Bessel integral over the transverse position b in the W term in Eq. (1) acquires
contributions from the region of small transverse positions 0 < b < 1 GeV ™!, where the form
factor can be approximated in perturbative QCD, and the region b > 1 GeV ™!, where the
perturbative expansion in the QCD coupling as(1/b) breaks down, and nonperturbative methods
are necessitated. In Z boson production, the small-b perturbative contribution dominates the
Fourier-Bessel integral for any Qr value [7, 32, 57]. At Qr below 5 GeV, the production rate is
also mildly sensitive to the behavior in the b > 0.5 GeV~! interval, where the full expression for
Wad(b, Q) is yet unknown.

To determine the acceptable large-b forms of ’an,j(b, @) by comparison to the latest Z bo-
son data, we need to update the leading-power contribution to /Wv/a,j(b,Q,yZ) computable in
perturbative QCD, denoted by Wé’?t(b, Q,yz), by considering additional QCD and electromag-
netic corrections and dependence on QCD factorization scales. In particular, scale dependence
in the perturbative form factor Wwpert may smear the sensitivity to the nonperturbative fac-

tor [3l 20] 28, [50]. We will review the perturbative contributions in the next two subsections.

2.3 Perturbative coefficients for canonical scales

For a particular “canonical” combination of the scale parameters, the perturbative contributions

simplify; the resummed form factor at b < 1 GeV~! takes the form

W h,Q,yz) = . | Hag(Q.Q)P exp[-S(b,Q)]
j=u,d,s...
X Z [Cja@fa/hl] (X1, P) Z [Cjb®fb/h2] (X2, 1F) (12)
a=9:0:9 b=9,4,a

in terms of a 2 — 2 hard part |H, ;(Q,Q)[?, Sudakov integral
Q2 d—2 Q2
s6.0)= [, L [amun (%) + 5] (13)
bZ/p2 M ©
and convolutions [C- Ja @ fa /h] of Wilson coefficient functions C;/, and PDFs f,/, for a parton

J
a inside the initial-state hadron h. The convolution integral is defined by

tde L (x
[Cja@fg/h} (X,,UF) = ?Cja ZHU'F fa/h(§7NF)‘ (14)
In Eq. (I4) the convolution depends on the momentum fractions xi» that reduce to xgo% =

(Q/+/5)e¥Z in the limit Q?p/ Q? — 0, as explained in Sec. 2.6] as well as on the factorization



scale up = by/b. Some scales are proportional to the constant by = 2e~72 = 1.123..., where
vg = 0.577... is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
The functions H, ;, A, B, and C can be expanded as a series in the QCD coupling strength,

Hos@ ) =1+ Y () 0@, A =3 (S) 40 e
n=1
(19

Some perturbative contributions can be moved between the hard function H, ; and Sudakov

n=1

exponential depending on the resummation scheme [16]. In the Collins-Soper-Sterman (CSS)
resummation scheme, H, j(as) =1 to all o orders. In the Catani-De Florian-Grazzini (CFG)
resummation scheme, H, j(c,) includes hard virtual contributions starting at O(a;), while the
Sudakov exponential depends only on the type of the initial-state particle (quark or gluon) that
radiates soft emissions. In Drell-Yan production, differences between the CSS and CFG schemes
are small, below 1% in the kinematic region explored. We carry out the analysis in the CSS
scheme, but the nonperturbative function that we obtain can be readily used with the CFG
scheme.

The functions A and B for the canonical choice of scales are evaluated up to O(a?) and O(a?)
respectively, using their known perturbative coefficients [58, 59] [60] 61 [62], [63]. The three-loop
coefficient A®) is included, but has a weak effect on the cross section (3% at Qr ~ 2 GeV).
The coefficient A®) has been derived within the soft-collinear effective theory [64] and found to
contain a term arising from the “collinear anomaly”, besides the O(a3) cusp contribution known
from [63]. The “collinear” anomaly contribution breaks the symmetry of the SCET Lagrangian
by regulators of loop integrals [64] [65] 66, 67]. The expansion of Wrert in the CSS scheme, is
found to be in agreement with that derived in SCET up to NLO. We checked that A(S% pr has
inappreciable influence on the conclusions.

The Wilson coefficient functions C9) are computed exactly up to O(as) and approximately
to O(a?). Most of our numerical results were obtained with the O(a?) approximation for the
Wilson coefficient before the exact O(a?) result were published [4, [3, 28]. This expression is
constructed by using a numerical approximation for the canonical part of the Wilson coefficient
at O(a?) and exact expression for its dependence on soft scales. Our a posteriori comparison
shows the approximation to be close to the exact expression, cf. the next subsection.

The Y contribution in Eq. () is defined as the difference between the fixed-order pertur-

bative Q7 distribution calculation and the asymptotic distribution obtained by expanding the



perturbative part Wpert up to the same order. It is given by

Yo(Qr,Q,yz) 2/% @Z [M] X

1S Mot T

Fapn (61,C4Q) R (Qr. Q,yz:€1,62,C4Q) fuoyny (€2.C4Q), (16)

. are integrable when Q7 — 0, and their explicit expressions for all

contributing o to O(as) can be found in [10, 30]. The O(a?) contribution to the dominant

2
s

where the functions Rfj)
structure function Y_; is included using the calculation in [I, 57]. O(aZ) corrections to the
other structure functions in the Y term are essentially negligible in the small-Q7 region of our
fit.

2.4 Perturbative coefficients for arbitrary scales

The resummed form factor in Eq. (I2)) can be generalized to allow variations in the arbitrary
factorization scales arising in the solution of Collins-Soper differential equations. At small b, the

scale-dependent expression takes the form

o or C3Q% g2 202
Wi = > Has(@2.GQ) exo [— L. A 1n< 7 >+B(ﬂ;01,02)
j=u,d,s... 1
C1 Cs C1 G
X Eg;lq[Cja@)fa/hJ <X17€27T> bz_[cjb@)fb/hz] <X2,€2,T> ) (17)
=99 =9.0:q

where the coefficients C7 = b and Cy = [1/Q) are associated with the lower and upper integration
limits in Eq. (I7), while ur = C3/b is the factorization scale at which Wilson coefficient functions
are evaluated. The “canonical” representation adopted in Eq. (I2)) corresponds to C7 = C5 = by
and Co = 1. For the rest of the discussion, we use the same scale Co@) to compute the hard
function H, ; and the Y term, i.e. set Cy = Cs.

The perturbative coefficients A, B and C™ are generally dependent on the scale
coefficients, but the full form factor Wrert i independent when expanded to a fixed order in «.
We can therefore reconstruct the perturbative coefficients order-by-order for arbitrary C7, Cs,
(3 if we know the canonical values of the coefficients, indicated by the superscript “(c)”.

By truncating the series at O(a?), we must have
W(bu Qa Cl7 C27 03)‘(9(042) = W(bu Qa Cl = C3 = b07 C2 = 1)’@((13) (18)

Making a series expansion on both sides of Eq. (I8]), we find the following relations by equating



the coefficients in front of each power of log (b2Q2):

A(l)(C’l) — A(lvc); (19)
b
ARy = AM—AW%w%% (20)
b A<1C b bo \
A(3)(C’1) — A(3,C) _ 2c BO Yo 2 5 IDFO —I—A (1,¢) 52 < C?) : (21)
1 1
2
BY(C,0y) = H“*w“”li%, (22)
2
BO(Cy,Cy) = BRSO _ AR, 6062'2
+ fo [AW) In? 2—01 + B9 In 0y — AL In? 02] ; (23)
2
w(, C _ o9 Lo S BYOpgos AU BiCs
Cia <§, 02,C3> = Cj, (&) +djad(1 §){ 5 In c? 1 In c?
- P](i)(a;) In Mb—l:)b; (24)
C c
i <£,5;,03> = C2(E) 1 50001 — LO(Cy, C)
5 ,C 1% b
+{;Jb@—@9®%mo=%%ﬁmﬁ—
1 b
AR (GRS (25)

Here the beta-function coefficients for N, colors and Ny flavors are fy = (11N, — 2Ny)/6,
B1 = (17TN2—5N.N;—3CpNy)/6, Cr = (N2 —1)/(2N.). Pj(:) (&) is a splitting function of order
n. The term L3 (Cy,Cy) in Cj(-z) realizes the exact dependence on the soft scale constants C
and Cs:

1 B2C3
L3Oy, Cy) = ﬁ(A(l’c))2log4 <—0 2)

C2
1 b2,u2 bsC b2C2
_ AWz F\q 0“2 A(LC)B(LC)I 3 ( OoL2
3 %%<%>%<@ "8 =\ ez
1 b2C? b2C2
Y L¢ NO) 3 0~2 )+ 410 2 0“2
24A 5o log <—C2 > AV96C . log <—012 )

1 b2C? b? 2 b2C?
_ —A(2’C)1 0~'2 Blcl F 1 0“2
1 0g ( 2 + - B 0g 02 0g c?

2 22
4 l(B(l,c))2 10g2 <b002> 4 EBOB(LC) 10g2 <b0€2>

8 c? 8 C3
1 e BBOZ\ 1. b2C3
+ 5 BUIdC, 1og< 00122> +5B% )log< 00122> . (26)
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The dependence on Cj5 is small already at O(as). The canonical coefficients in the CSS

scheme are [30]

3 67 w2 5
(L) _ Loy _ 34 (2.0) _ 67 N, -5
A —Cp B Sop A9 =gy [(36 12) Ca 18Nf]
2 2
@0 _c2 (T _3 _ L. 193 3 1 = 17
B CF ( 116 3C3> +CaCr (367T 18 %) TN\ Ty g )

(27)

and 6C(H¢) = —In?(Cy /(boCy)e3/*) + 2 /4 — 23/16.

The expression for C](i) (&,C1/C4,Cs) in Eq. (25]) is more complex than the one for the other
coefficients. From the fixed-order NNLO calculation [68] we know that the contribution Cj(i) is
small in magnitude (2-3% of the cross section) in Z production and does not vary strongly with
yz [2], hence has weak dependence on &. Its importance is further reduced in the computation
of the normalized ¢, distributions that we will work with.

Knowing this, we approximate C (5 C1/C4,Cs) as

C2(£.C1/Cy,Cy) ~ {<5c<2’c>> + 1P, ca)} 5(1 — €) 8, (28)

where (5C(>¢)) denotes the average value of the Wilson coefficient in Z production for the
canonical scale combination and L(®(C},Cy) is the same as in Eq.(28). It is estimated from
the requirement that the resummed cross section reproduces the fixed-order prediction for the
computation of the invariant mass distribution, which is known since a long time [69] and
was evaluated in our analysis by the computer code CANDIA [70] [71] (. The second term in
Eq. (28)) realizes the exact dependence on soft scale constants C7 and Cy. The & dependence of
C](-i) (&,C1/C4,Cs) is neglected in this approximation. The C5 dependence is included to O(asy)
and is of the same order as the O(a?) dependence on C and Cs.

The part 5C](-i’c) of Cj(-i’c) proportional to §;,0(1 — &) can be determined from the calculation

in [28] as
1535 215 m 511 672 17
2 _ 2 1 211 10 4
%Cag.c CaCr < G~ 92 T a16" 240> * CF ( TR TR >
1 2 2
- = (r?- —_CpNy (192¢5 + 1143 — 152 2
16(7‘( 8) OF+864CF f(9<3+ 3 571'), (29)

where (3 = 1.20206..., Cr = (N& — 1)/(2N¢), Ca = N¢. Using the following relation in the
CFG scheme,

2
HYY =1+ —aser)HDY(l) + —a;(?)HDY(?) +o (30)

4Other computer codes are also publicly available at this purpose: DYNNLO [3] [I8] and VraP [2].
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C, scale dependence
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Figure 1: Dependence of Z boson Qr distribution on the scale parameter Cy at O(a?) and

O(ag).

one can estimate that the impact on H, é) ¥ due to the inclusion of the O(a?) virtual corrections
HqD Y@ at Q ~ Mz is about 2%. This correction is of the same order as the magnitude of the
effect of about 1% from the averaged coefficient (5C(*)) in our calculation. This approximation
is valid in the kinematic region of W/Z production. The full expression for C](-i’c) (&) can be
implemented in the future numerical work when the experimental errors further decrease.

The effect of the inclusion of scale-dependent terms at O(a?) is illustrated in Fig. [l for the Q7
differential cross section for Tevatron Z production at the central rapidity yz = 0 and @ = M.
The orange solid band is the O(a) uncertainty obtained by variations of C in the range 0.5 —2,
while the blue dot-dashed band is the same uncertainty evaluated at O(a?). The sensitivity of

the cross section to Cs is clearly reduced upon the inclusion of the O(a?2) contribution.

2.5 Nonperturbative resummed contributions

Our fit to the ¢ will adopt a simple flexible convention [32] for Wa(b, Q) at b > 1 GeV~! that
can emulate a variety of functional forms arising in detailed nonperturbative models [72] [14] [73]
74, [75, [76), 146, 43, 44].

The convention is motivated by the observation that, given the strong suppression of the
deeply nonperturbative large-b region in Z boson production, only contributions from the tran-

sition region of b of about 1 GeV~! are non-negligible compared to the perturbative contribution

12



from b < 1 GeV~!. In the transition region, W(b, Q) can be reasonably approximated by the ex-
trapolated leading-power, or perturbative, part Wpe”(b, @), and the nonperturbative smearing
factor /VIV/NP(b, Q):

Wai(b,Q.yz) = W2 (b, Qyz) WP (6, Q, y2). (31)

When b is large, the slow b dependence in Wé’?t(b*, Q) can be neglected, compared to the rapidly
changing Wy p(b, Q). The latter contribution captures the effect of the powerlike contributions
proportional to b with p > 0 that alter the large-b tail of W(b, @) in a different way compared
to Wpe”(b, Q). The powerlike contributions suppress the rate only at Qp below 2-3 GeV, while
the leading-power term and its scale dependence affect a broader interval of Qr values (see
representative figures in Ref. [50]). The nonperturbative suppression results in a characteristic
shift of the peak in the do/dQr distribution, which is distinct from the scale dependence.

To avoid divergence due to the Landau pole in a4(7z) at @ — 0, we redefine the scales of order
1/bin /vape’"t(b, Q) according to the b, prescription [9], [10] dependent on two parameters [32]. In
the Sudakov exponential, the lower limit (C}/b)? is replaced by (C1/bs(b, bmaz))?, with

b

1+ (0/bpmaz)?’

where bpqq is set to 1.5 GeV ™! in [32]. To avoid evaluating the PDFs fa/n(&, pur) at a factor-

bs (b, bnaz) =

(32)

ization scale pup below the initial PDF scale iy =~ 1 GeV, we choose pup = Cs/by(b, C3/ tini);
it is larger than p;,; for any b. This prescription is preferred by the global fit to Drell-Yan Qr
data, where it both preserves the exact perturbative expansion for Wrert at b < 1 GeV~! and
improves the agreement with the data.

In a broad range of ) values in the Drell-Yan process, the behavior of experimentally observed
Qr distributions is described by [31] [32]

WNP (h,Q) = b2 m (Y 1 1y 33
(7Q)_exp - a1+a2n<m>+a3n 0.01 ) ( )

with ilﬁgO% = %eiy, free parameters ai, ao, as, and a fixed dimensional parameter Qg = 1.6

GeV. The b? dependence characterizes the leading power-suppressed contribution [72] that can
be resolved with the available data. The In(Q) dependence is predicted by the Collins-Soper
evolution equation [8]. The higher-order power-suppressed contributions proportional to b%,
etc. cannot be reliably distinguished in the fit from the b term. Although linear contributions
proportional to b may also arise from long-distance dynamics [52], they have been empirically
disfavored in a global Qr fit [31].
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In the vicinity of @ around My, Eq. (B3] reduces to

WwhP (b,Q =~ My) = exp [—b2az] (34)
with 2
M
az = a1+ asln <ﬁ> + asln <001Z > . (35)

One of the essential applications of CSS resummation formalism concerns the measurement
of W boson mass in hadron-hadron collisions. The current most precise W mass measure-
ments obtained by the DO and CDF collaborations at the Tevatron [77, [78] quote a total error
of about 20 MeV, with the bulk of it (approximately 90%) associated with three theoretical
sources: PDF uncertainty (of order 10 MeV according to [79]), EW corrections, and the model
of WNP(b, Q) in production of W bosons. The last source of uncertainty appears because the
W mass measurements are sensitive to the shape of the cross section in the low-Qr region.

Once ay is determined from Z/+* boson production, it is easy to predict WNP in W boson

production at the same /s:
W (b,Q ~ Mw) = exp [Daw] . (36)

where

M, M2
aw = az + as In <F‘Z> +asln <M—g> . (37)

For bpaz = 1.5 GeV™!, one finds ag = 0.1740.03 GeV? and a3 = —0.03£0.02 GeV? [32], where
the error estimate includes the scale dependence. The log terms proportional to as and ag are
small in Eq. (37)), so that it is safe to assume ay = az in central-rapidity measurements at the
same 4/s.
If @ is substantially different from My, or if predictions for the LHC are made, the as and
as contributions cannot be neglected. The nonperturbative coefficient becomes
Q* s

a(Q,/s) = az(1.96 TeV) + asIn <M£Z> + asln (@W) . (38)

2.6 Matching the W and Y terms

By examining the mapping of @ distributions on ¢;, distributions discussed in Sec. 21 we
can identify three regions with distinct QCD dynamics: the resummation region ¢; < 0.1 rad,
where the W term dominates; the intermediate (matching) region 0.1 < ¢y < 0.5 rad; and
the perturbative region ¢, 2 0.5 rad, where the W + Y term approaches the fixed-order (FO)

contribution. As ¢;, increases in the intermediate region, the W + Y term eventually becomes
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smaller than the FO term at qﬁ;; = dswiteh (@, yz). The final cross section is taken to be equal to
the W +Y term at ¢) < ¢switen and FO term at ¢} > dswiten [30].

The position of the switching point is subject to some variations dependent on the shapes
of the W term and its asymptotic expansion at not too small ¢; o Qr/Q, i.e. away from
the Q?p /Q? — 0 limit where the W term is uniquely defined. These variations have almost no
effect on the fit of the nonperturbative function in the resummation region ¢;. They originate
from the possibility of including additional terms of order Q2 /Q? in the longitudinal momentum
fractions x1,2 in the W term and its asymptotic expansion. These terms vanish at Q?p /Q% — 0,
but they can be numerically important or even desirable in the intermediate region, where they
may improve agreement between the W 4+ Y and FO terms.

At intermediate Q7/Q, radiation of a Z boson and semi-hard jets requires sufficient center-
of-mass energy of incident partons, or large enough partonic momentum fractions & and &». For

example, the FO hadronic cross section is written as

do ! ! do
m :gb:/o dfl/o dfsza/A(fl)fb/B(fz)

! ! &1 3 Q7
= /1 d&; /52 déah(&1,82) 0 Kl’_l - 1> (x_z - 1> - Mg] ; (39)

where h(&1,&2) contains the hard-scattering matrix element and PDFs, and My = 1/Q? + Q%.
The energy constraint from the é-function imposes the following boundaries on the partonic
momentum fractions: & = x1 + (Q%/5)/ (& — x2); & = [x1 + (Q%/s)/(1 — x2)] < & < 1;
£ = 2o + (Q%«/S)/(l —x1)] <& <1, withz15 = %eiy.

These boundaries are absent in the W and asymptotic contributions, which depend on con-

volutions of Wilson coefficient functions and PDFs,

b dg;

[Cjﬂ & fa/hi:| (XZuMF) = / ?Cj@ <%7,UF57 C17027C3> fa/hi(é.iaNF) (40)

X
for i =1 or 2. The variables x; satisfy x12 — :L"go% = (Q/+/s)e*¥ and cannot exceed & 2. Thus,
for non-negligible Q%/Q?, the W and asymptotic term may include contributions from the
unphysical momentum fractions & < &;, and ideally one should include kinematically important
Q?p /@Q? contributions into X1,2 to bring them as close to 51,2 as possible.

As the procedure for including the Q%/ Q? corrections in the W term is not unique, we
explored several of them. We find that either x;2 = xgo% = (Q/V3s)e or x12 = 712 =
(Mg /+/s)e™¥ results in the comparable agreement with the ¢y, data from D@ and ATLAS 7
TeV. These prescriptions are designated as the “kinematical corrections of type 0”7 and “type

1”7, or kcy and kcq, in our numerical outputs.
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In contrast, some alternative choices produce worse agreement with the examined data, such
as x12 = &12 = (M7 + Qr)/v/5)e®¥ designated as kep. Furthermore, the ke; prescription
improves matching compared to kcy at /s = 14 TeV, corresponding to scattering at smaller x.
We use the kc; matching as the default prescription in the subsequent comparisons.

Dependence on the matching prescription at intermediate Qr (intermediate ¢) reflects
residual sensitivity to higher-order contributions and is reduced [30] once large-Q7 contributions
of O(a?) are included, compared to O(a,). The RESBOS implementation follows a general
argument for matching of the resummed contribution onto the fixed-order result that applies in
other areas, such as the treatment of PDFs for heavy quarks in DIS in a general-mass variable
number scheme [80, [81]. Matching is stabilized by constructing resummed coefficient functions

that comply with the energy-momentum conservation in the exact fixed-order contribution.

2.7 Photon radiative contributions

Our resummed calculations include both Z-mediated and photon-mediated contributions to
production of Drell-Yan pairs, as well as their interference. Electroweak radiative contributions
have been extensively studied in Z boson [83, 84] [85], [86] and W boson production [87, 88 89,
90, 911 92]. The dominant NLO electroweak contribution is associated with final-state radiation
of photons. To compare the D@ data to the RESBOS prediction without the NLO electroweak
correction, we correct the fitted data to the Born level for final-state leptons by subtracting the
NLO EM correction obtained bin-by-bin by the PHOTOS code [93]. This correction is essential
for the agreement of RESBOS theory and data. However, since the photon-mediated and final-
state photon radiation contributions are relatively small, in the first approximation we can treat
them as a linear perturbation and evaluate for a fixed combination of the nonperturbative and

scale parameters taken either from the BLNY or our best-fit parametrizations.

2.8 Numerical accuracy

Given the complexity of the resummation calculation, we expect several sources of random nu-
merical errors that may compete with the accuracy of the most precise ¢, data points, which
are of order 0.5% of the respective central cross sections. The numerical errors may arise from
the parametrizations of PDFs, integration, and interpolation at various stages of the analysis.
They can be treated as independent and uncorrelated and primarily result in higher-than-normal
values of the figure-of-merit function y? when not explicitly included in the estimates. In com-
parison, the variations due to az or C} 23 parameters are of order a few percent and correlated

across the ¢ spectrum.
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2.9 A comparison with an alternative formalism

In the last part of this section, it is instructive to summarize the distinctions between the
NNLL/NNLO resummed Qr distributions obtained in the CSS formalism and the alternative
approach of Refs. [82] 19, 28]. Both methods predict Qp distributions in a wide range of
processes, including production of lepton pairs and Higgs boson. While sharing the same physics
principles, they organize the small-Qr form factor W in distinct ways and differ in the form of
their higher-order corrections and quantitative dependence on QCD scales.

We will outline the key differences by referring to the work by Bozzi, Catani, de Florian,
and Grazzini (BCFG) in Ref. [82]. There, the BCFG representation was derived step-by-step
and compared to the CSS method in the kin process of gg — Higgs production. The general
observations of that paper also apply to the Drell-Yan process.

In both formalisms, the resummed Q7 distribution for h1ho — VX, where V = ~* Z, and
upon integration over the decay angles of the lepton pair, is constructed from the small-Qp
resummed, large-Q7 fixed-order, and asymptotic (overlap) contributions, denoted as W, FO,
and (W)pQ:

do (hihe — VX)
dQ? dyz dQ%

In accord with the preceding discussion, the W term of the CSS formalism takes form, in a

—W+FO — (W)pg =W +Y. (41)

simplified notation, of

bdb

W(Q,Qr,yz) :/E Jo(Qrb)Wess (b, Q, yz). (42)

The integrand consists of the zeroth order Bessel function, Jo(Qrb), and the form factor WCSS
that is derived in the context of TMD factorization. At b < 1 GeV~!, the form factor is

expressed as

N 1 1
Wess(b,Q,yz) = Z/o dfl/o d&2 fasn, (&1, 1F) foyny (&25 1)

7,a,b
2 he du? %)
X \Hj(QaﬂQ/@aS(MQ))\ €Xp —/ FA(QS(M% ppb) In F + B(as (), pb, MQ/Q)
B
X1 HQ X2 HQ
X Cig |l ==, —=,upb | Csp | ==, —,urb]. 43

Wcss depends on three QCD scales: p, = C1/b, g = CoQ, pr = Cs/b, where the arbitrary
scale constants C, Co, and C3 are of order unity. Their exact values are chosen so as to optimize
the convergence of the perturbative series. The combination C; = C3 = by, Co = 1 is the natural

choice.
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In Ref. [82] 19], the resummed form factor WB(;FG in the second approach is written at
b<1GeV!as

Waera(b,Q,yz) =

1 1
Z/ dfl/ &2 farny (§1,17) forny&2,ip) Wian(b, Q, 1628 0s, ig, ip).- (44)
Gab” O 0
W ap is reconstructed from its N-th Mellin moments W, y that are expanded in powers of
as(fig) = as. Wy n consists of the function #H; o, v that depends only on scales of order @, and

the exponent ¢V that depends on L = In(Q?b? /b3 + 1) and ratios of various scales:

Wab,N (b7 Q;asaﬁfbﬁF) =
Hjavn (Q,0s, Q/Tig, Q/Tip, Q/Tig) - exp {gN (ES,Z; Q/Pig; Q/ﬁQ) } : (45)

On the right-hand side, the representation includes three auxiliary QCD scales, each taken to
be of order of the boson’s virtuality @: the resummation scale 7, the renormalization scale 7ip,
and the PDF factorization scale fip. The dependence on b enters only through the logarithmic
term L inside eI~

The representation WBcpg(b, Q,yz) in Eqs. (44l [45) can be obtained from Wcss(b, Q,y7)
in Eq. (43) by a series of steps that are documented in [82].

First, the QCD scales are selected differently in the two approaches. In Wcsg(b,Q,yZ)
several terms depend on the variable scales pup = C1/b and pup = C3/b. The QCD scale CyQ
plays the role that is similar to the resummation scale 7. Inside the Sudakov integral, the scale
i in ag(p) is integrated over.

In WBCF(;(b,Q,yz), the scales 71, and Ty are fixed at by/b. The QCD coupling strength
as(p) is converted into the series of @, (at the scale Ty ~ Q) using the renormalization group
equations. The collinear PDFs f, (&, 1) in Eqs. (43) and (44) are evaluated at up ~ 1/b in
W(jgs(b, Q,yz),and fip ~ Q in Wgcpg(b, Q,yz). To preserve the factorization scale invariance,
the Mellin moment Wy, ny of the BCFG form factor explicitly includes an operator matrix
Un(bo/b,Tip) for DGLAP evolution of f, (£, i) between the scales Tip and by/b, while the CSS
form factor does not

After the conversion o (1) — @ in Wy v, the contributions at scales of order @ are included
into H; ap, N as in Eq. (@3). The Sudakov integral S(b, Q; C1,C2) = S(ug/ ) and the anomalous

SMore specifically, W n in Appendix A of [82] includes the evolution operator that is factorized as
Un(bo/b,7ir) = Un(bo/b,Tig)Un (fig, ip)- Un(bo/b,Tig) is exponentiated inside Gn. Un (Jig, fip) is retained in

Hj,ab,N-
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dimensions of various components are assimilated into Gy. Within Gy, all evolution operators

are expanded as a series in @ and L = In(Q?b?/b3):

Gy = Lg"M (@.L) + g <55L; _Q g) 4 % g®¥ <68L; _Q g) + ... (46)
Hr HQ ™ Hr HQ

Finally, a prescription for matching of the W 4+ Y and FO terms at large Qr is introduced
in WBCFG by replacing all generic logarithms L = In(Q2b?/b3) in 9N by L= In(Q?%/b3 + 1).
The replacement forces the exponential to satisfy eV — 1 when b% /b? < @2, i.e., in the region
of the small transverse positions b that dominate the Fourier-Bessel integral when Q7 is large.
The resulting outcome is that the W and asymptotic terms cancel well at large 7, and that,
upon the integration over Qr, the inclusive W 4+ Y cross section turns out to be exactly equal
to the fixed-order cross section. In the BCFG cross section, matching therefore arises as a
result of a mathematical replacement L — L in the resummed exponential, and not because of
the physical constraint due to energy-momentum conservation imposed in our approach. The
L—1L matching works by suppressing the Gxs exponent at b? < 1/Q? via a deft, even though
not unique, redefinition of L (see also Ref. [94]).

In the CSS approach adopted in RESBOs, the scale constants C7 and ('3 need not to equal
bo exactly. The Sudakov integral S(uq/m) is evaluated numerically and not as a logarithmic
expansion in powers of L as it is done in WBcpg(b, Q,yz). The RESBOSs code does not operate
with the independent QCD scales 7ip ~ @ and iy ~ @ of the BCFG formalism.

REsBoOS finds as(p) by numerically solving the renormalization group equation and always
evolves the PDFs f,/,(§, ur) forward from the initial scale Qo ~ 1 GeV of the input PDF
ensemble to a higher scale up > Qo. This is to be contrasted with Wgcpg(b,Q,yz), which
implements the logarithmic expansion for a(x) and the DGLAP matrix operator Uy (bo/b, fig)
that evolves the PDFs f,/,(§,lip) backward from 7ip ~ @) down to a lower scale by/b in the
most relevant b region. The backward evolution of this kind has a tendency to be unstable and
cause the PDF's to deviate at low momentum scales. Hence the numerical evolution of as(u) and
forward DGLAP evolution adopted in chs(b, Q,yz) is more trustworthy in precision studies.

The nonperturbative contribution arises in Wcss(b,Q,yz) as a natural feature of QCD
factorization in terms of TMD PDFs. Dependence on matching is present, implicitly or explicitly,
in either formalism. When looking for evidence of nonperturbative effects in ¢, distributions, it
is desirable to investigate several prescriptions for matching of low-Q7r and high-Qr terms. We
have done it by varying the form of the rescaling variables that control the cross sections in the

matching region in RESBoOSs.
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Kinematic Corrections
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Figure 2: The ratios to the central theoretical prediction of the D@ electron data at |yz| < 1 and
alternative theoretical predictions. The central prediction is computed assuming C7; = C3 = 2by,
Cy =1/2, az = 1.1 GeV?, and kinematical correction 1. Theory predictions based on alternative

kinematical corrections (0 and 2) and BLNY nonperturbative parametrization are also shown.

3 Numerical results

3.1 General features

In this section we determine az from the distribution (1/0) do/d¢; measured by DO [25] that
is normalized to the total cross section ¢ in the measured ) and y range. These data are
given in three bins of Z boson rapidity yz. In the first two, |yz| < 1 and 1 < |yz| < 2, the
(1/0) do/dg¢;, distribution is measured separately for electrons and muons at Ny = 29 points of
¢y In the third bin, lyz| > 2, only electrons are measured at 25 points of ¢y The first two yz
bins provide substantial new constraints. The third bin has larger statistical errors and reduced
discriminating power.

All predictions are obtained by using CT10 NNLO PDFs [54]. Predictions based on MSTW’08
NNLO PDF sets [95] were also computed and did not show significant difference with CT10
NNLO predictions.

From the previous section, the resummed cross sections depend on the perturbative scales,

power-suppressed contributions, and choice of subleading kinematic terms. It is possible to
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Figure 3: Electrons: scale variation due to C1 23 at small ¢}.
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Figure 4: Same as above but for the muons.
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identify an optimal combination of these factors that results in a good description of the DO
data across the full ¢; range. In particular, the large-Qr /large-¢; data generally prefer the
factorization scale of order (/2 or even less in the fixed-order piece. At Small-QT(small-qﬁ;;), the
scale parameter (5 in the range 1.5by — 2bq is slightly more preferable. To illustrate properties
of the ¢ distributions, we compute the resummed cross sections using a combination €7 =
C3 =2by, Cy =Q/2,and ay = 1.1 GeV? that is close to the best-fit solution. The difference
between the best-fit solution and the prediction based on these round-off values will be discussed
in Sec.

A comparison of the prediction with these choices to the DO data for |yz| < 1 and a few other
predictions is presented in Fig. 2l The new parametrization provides better description of the
data at 0.1 < ¢; < 1 than the superimposed prediction utilizing the BLNY parametrization [31]
of WNP, Consequently, it results in a better x? than the RESBoS prediction used in the D@
analysis [25], which used the CTEQ6.6 NLO PDFs, BLNY WN p, and canonical choice of C 2 3.

We also compare predictions for three types (0, 1, 2) of the kinematical (matching) correc-
tion discussed in Sec. For the selected combination of scale parameters, the type-0 and 1
kinematical corrections provide a nearly identical prediction. The type-0 and type-1 corrections
can differ by 2-3% for other scales. Type 2 is generally disfavored, so that we assume the type-1
correction for the rest of the analysis.

A prediction with the same theoretical parameters, as well as for variations in QCD scales in
the ranges 1/4 < Cy <1 and by < C 3 < 4bg, are compared to the data for electron production
in Fig. Bl and muon production in Fig. @l Here we show all rapidity bins both for electron and
muon samples. The ratios of the D@ data to RESBOS theory with the optimal parameters are
indicated by black circles. Yellow solid, blue dashed, and magenta dot-dashed bands represent
variations in theory due to Cs, C1, and Cj3, respectively, all normalized to the best-fit prediction.
Again, the agreement with RESBOS observed in these figures is better than in [25]. Figs. Bl and
M demonstrate that the theoretical uncertainty at small ¢;, is dominated by variations of
and C3. The bands of scale uncertainty are reduced significantly for 0.04 < ¢} < 0.1 upon the
inclusion of O(a?) scale dependence, as has been discussed in Sec. 2.4

The scale variations can be compared to the dependence on az and kinematic correction in
Fig. Bl which result in distinctly different patterns of varation in do/ d¢y. In particular, while
the perturbative scale coefficients C7, Cy, C'3 produce a slowly changing variation across most of
the measured ¢; range, the increase in az produces a distinct variation that suppresses the rate
at ¢y < 0.02 and increases it at 0.02 < ¢} < 0.5, with the rate above 0.5 essentially unaffected.

A similar behavior was observed in Fig. 6 of [50] with a different NP function and a different
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Dependence on the nonperturbative factor
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Figure 5: Dependence on the nonperturbative parameter ayz for electrons with |yz| < 1.

procedure that varied all QCD scales around the central values of order of the dilepton’s mass.

It is therefore possible to separate the scale dependence from the az dependence if we restrict
the attention to ¢ below and around ¢; = 0.1. To this aim we consider only the first 12 bins
of ¢y, starting from the smallest value, for each value of rapidity. Extending the fitted range

above qb;‘] > 0.1 has a minimal effect on az.

3.2 Detailed analysis

We pursue two approaches for the examination of the low-¢;, region. In method I, we study
the dependence on az by assuming fixed resummation scales corresponding to half-integer scale
parameters, such as Cy/bg = C3/bg = 1,Cy = 1/2 or C1/by = Cs/by = 2,Cy = 1/2. In this
method, the goodness-of-fit function x? is minimized with respect to ay for select combinations
of fixed scale parameters. We find that a x? minimum with respect to az exists in these cases,
but, given the outstanding precision of the ¢ data, the best-fit X2 /Np: remains relatively high,
of order 2-3. This is partly due to the numerical noise discussed in Sec2.8

The x? function can be further reduced by allowing arbitrary (' 2,3 parameters, in particular,
by taking Cy to be below 1/2. In this context, one has to decide on the acceptable range of
variations in (' 233, i.e. the resummation scales.

As computations for multiple combinations of az and (i3 parameters would be pro-
hibitively CPU-extensive, in method II we first consider a fixed scale combination indicated

by {C1,Cs,C3} and implement a linearized model for small deviations of the scale parameters
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from 01,273. The central combination (7172,3, namely C; = Cs5 = 2by, Coy = 1/2, produces good
agreement with the data, although not as good as completely free C7 2 3. The linearized model
is explained in Sec. It provides a fast estimate of small correlated changes in the ¢y shape
of the kind shown in Figs. Bl and @

The x? function is sampled at discrete az values in the interval az = [0.1 : 3.5] GeV? and
reconstructed between the sampling nodes by using polynomial interpolation. When the scale
variations are allowed, the dependence of x? on ay is asymmetric and very different from a
quadratic one.

To account for the asymmetry of the distributions, we quote the central value az that
minimizes x%(az) and the 68% confidence level (C.L.) uncertainty. The probability density
function P(ayz) for az in a sample with N points is taken to follow a chi-squared distribution
with IV degrees of freedom,

AN exp (—x%/2)
['(N/2) 2N/2

Plaz) = Py(N,x*(az)) = (47)

With this, we determine the 68% C.L. intervals [az min, @2 maz], Where az min and az maqy are

defined implicitly by

fan,min fP(aZ) daZ 0 8 _ fO(IZ,maz P(az) daZ ‘

016 - Too ) 400
fO P(az) dCLZ fO P(az) dCLZ

(48)

For an asymmetric distribution as in method II, the central value @z does not coincide with
the middle of the 68% C.L. interval or the mean ay given by the first moment of the P(ay)
distribution.

3.2.1 Method I: minimization with fixed scale parameters

In method I, az is determined from the D@ data by minimization of a function

Np¢ T a 2
¥laz) =3 (2= (49)
i=1 v

where D; are the data points; Tj(az) are the theoretical predictions for fixed scale parameters
{C1,C4,C3}; s; are the uncorrelated experimental uncertainties; and N is the number of points.

The dependence of x? on ayz in three rapidity bins for two combinations of (7172,3 is illustrated
in Fig. [0 and the corresponding best-fit parameters are listed in Table [l Electrons and muons
are combined in the first two bins of rapidity, |yz| < 1 and 1 < |yz| < 2. In both cases,
the x? behavior is close to parabolic. The locations of the x? minima are consistent in all

three bins. However, the quality of the fit is unacceptable in the first two bins that have the

25



- : : :
i
/ Ci=Ca=hy, /o Ci=Cy=2ty,
/. ot 2 [ Co=1/2
/ 1 /
] A .
/ _ ,
/ 1<lyz<2 ‘/ 1<|yz<2 M
7 e
e <
P e 7
A a2 P g
& 'S
‘h\k a
. . ) ) ) ) 0 ) — A& P . ) ) )
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0
az [GeV?] az [GeV?]

Figure 6: XQ/Npt as a function of az with fixed C1 2 3.

smallest experimental errors, with 2 /Npt = 3. On the other hand, the agreement is very good
(x?/Npt < 1) in the third bin, which has larger errors.

The weighted averages over all three bins are a zally = 0.79+0.03 and 1.1240.07 GeV? for
the two scale combinations. The location of the minimum is distinct from zero in both cases, but

its dependence on the scale parameters warrants further investigation that we will now perform.

3.2.2 Method II: computation with scale-parameter shifts

To simplify the minimization when the scale parameters are varied, we introduce a linearized
approximation for the covariance matrix of the type adopted for evaluating correlated systematic
effects in PDF fits [906] [97]. For each scale parameter Cy, o = 1,2,3, we define a nuisance pa-
rameter \, = logy(Cy/C,) and compute the finite-difference derivatives of theory cross sections

Ti(az,)\a = —I—l) — Ti(aZ,)\a = —1)

Bioc = 2 )

a=1,23 i=1,...,Ny (50)

over the interval A\, = +1 corresponding to C, /2 < C, < 2C,. Variations of A, introduce
correlated shifts in theory cross sections Tj(az, Ci 2 3) with respect to the fixed-scale theory cross
sections T;(az, 01,273) = Ti(a 7). We can reasonably assume that the probability distribution over
each A, is similar to a Gaussian one with a central value of 0 and half-width oy, taken to be the

same for all A\,. The goodness-of-fit function is then defined as

Npt = 3 2 3
D; - T; — D o Baira A
X*(az, M23) = Z < (a2) ~ 2ozt B > + Z :

2
Za

. 2

i=1 Si 192

(51)

[e%
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Fit results for ¢; < 0.1
Npt | X2,/ Npt | @z £ 0az (GeV?)
lyz| <1, e+p | 24 3.24 0.7915:3,
2.83 1.14 4 0.08
1<|yz| <2, et+p| 24 1.87 0.79 £0.05
3.03 1127033
lyz| > 2, e 12 0.74 0.81062
0.58 1.047018
All yz bins, 60 2.19 0.79 +0.03
weighted average 2.46 1.12 £ 0.07

Table 1: The best-fit 2 /Npt, central value and 68% C.L. intervals for ay with fixed Ci 23 =
{bo, 1/2, by} (upper lines) and {2bg, 1/2, 2by} (lower lines).

The minimum with respect to A, can be found algebraically for every az as [96]

Npt

min x* = x*(az, Aa) = Y (D — Ti(az))(cov™")ij(D; — Tj(az)), (52)
i

containing the inverse of the covariance matrix,

3
B 5 Bia 183
(cov iy = |5 = > AL (53)
5§ o S 57
and a matrix A given by
N,
™ B, aﬂk Pr.abrp

Ao = 0')\5@5 + Z (54)

k=1 5k
Eq. (52)) is essentially the standard x? function based on the covariance matrix in the presence
of the correlated shifts. For every az, the nuisance parameters \, that realize the x? minimum

are also known,
Npt

Sulaz) =Y D Tilez) ZA-”“S. (5)

i—1 '

Based on this representation for y? (designated as “fitting method II"), we explored the
impact of the scale dependence on the constraint on az. Even if the scales are varied, data prefer
a nonzero nonperturbative Gaussian smearing of about the same magnitude as in method 1.

In the simplest possible case, the C 2 3 parameters are independent of the rapidity or other

kinematic parameters and shared by all e and p bins. In this case, variations of the scale

27



Fit results for ¢; < 0.1

(4,05, C3 are shared by all yz bins

Npt | X2/ Npt | @z £ 6az (GeV?) | Best-fit C1 o3
All yz bins 60 1.29 0.8215:33 1.4, 0.33, 1.23
1.31 0.8210% 1.42, 0.33, 1.23

C1,C5, C3 are independent in each yz bin
Npt | X2in/Npt | @z £ 6az (GeV?) | Best-fit C1 o3

lyzl <1, e+p 24 1.0 0.567055 0.21, 0.18, 7.56
1.16 0.85103, 1.47, 0.3, 1.46
1<|yz| <2, e+p| 24 1.48 1.2210-27 18, 0.58,0.1
1.70 0.79152 1.69, 0.37, 0.77
lyz| > 2, e 12 - - -
0.59 0.9915:97 1.74, 0.48, 2.12
Weighted average 60 0.97 £ 0.25
of all bins 0.82 £0.12

Table 2: The best-fit x? /Npt, central value and 68% C.L. intervals for az, and best-fit C 2 3 for

1/o) = 0 (upper rows in each section) and 1 (lower rows).
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Figure 7: x? /Np: and scale parameters as a function of ay for Cp=C3=2by,Cy =1/2. The

scale parameters are shared across three yz bins.

parameters reduce x?2 /Nyt to about 1.3, i.e. the fit is better than for the fixed scale combinations
discussed above. We focus on the case when the central scale parameters are C; = C3 =
2 by, Cy = 1/2, although the conclusions remain the same for other choices.

The plots of x?/N,: vs. az and optimal C /by, C2, C3/by vs. az, derived from the optimal
A\ parameters in Eq. (53)), are shown in Fig. [l The x? dependence on az becomes asymmetric
when the scale shifts are allowed, with the large-az branch being flattened out in contrast to
the small-az one that remains steeply growing. From the right inset, we see that the optimal
C1 and Cs are monotonously increasing and decreasing as functions of az, respectively. In the
vicinity of the minimum, Cy and C3 are of about the same magnitude at (1.2—1.5)by. Very small
or large az can be obtained only by taking C; and C5 to be uncomfortably far from unity. In
contrast, the optimal Cs parameter is generally in the range 0.3-0.5 and has weaker dependence
on az.

The values of x? /Npt, az, and C 23 parameters at the minimum are reported in the upper
portion of Table 2l When the C} 23 parameters are shared by all bins, the fit is relatively
insensitive to the confidence level assigned to the variations A\, + 1, controlled by the parameter
oy in Eq. (BI). In Table [l the upper rows in each section correspond to the fit without a
constraint on the A parameters, i.e., for 1/o)y = 0. The lower rows are for assigning a 68%
probability to the —1 < A, < 1 intervals, corresponding to 1/0) = 1.

For the shared C 23, the outcomes of the fits with 1/0y = 0 and 1 are very similar, apart

from the uncertainty on the ayz parameter, which is increased when the A\, variations are totally
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Figure 8: y? /Npt as a function of az for Cy = O3 = 2 by,Cy = 1/2. The scale parameters are

independent in each yz bin.

free. [The asymmetric 68% C.L. uncertainties are computed according to Eq. ([@8])].

In contrast, when the scale parameters are taken to be independent in each yz bin (but still
shared between the electron and muon samples), only the case of o) = 1 results in an acceptable
fit in all three yz bins. The best-fit parameters for this case are listed in the lower part of Table 2l
When the scale shifts were arbitrary (1/0) = 0, upper lines), the fits were underconstrained and
produced inconsistent az values and large scale shifts in all three bins, especially in the third
bin that is not shown for this reason. On the other hand, for oy = 1 (lower lines), the three fits
converged well and rendered compatible ay values. The 2 /Npt vs. az dependence for this case
is illustrated in Fig. B, where the minima are neatly aligned in the three bins. The fit to the
second bin is generally worse than for the other two, suggesting possible rapidity dependence of
az. The scale dependence in each bin is qualitatively similar to that in the right inset of Fig. [7l

Even when C 2 3 are independent in each yz bin, by averaging the az values over three bins,
we obtain the a; = 0.8 —0.9 GeV? in the last section of Table 2 that is essentially the same as in
the case when C' 53 are shared by all bins. The findings in Tables [Il and [2] are recapitulated in
Fig. @] showing the 68% C.L. intervals in the fits with fixed C1 23 = by, 1/2, by and 2bg, 1/2, 2by,
as well as the fit with varied C'1 23 and o) = 1. All fits consistently yield az values that are at

least 50 from zero.

4 Implications for the W mass measurement and LHC

The previous sections demonstrated that the ¢; distributions in Z /7* production are sensitive

to several QCD effects. Depending on the ¢; range, hard or soft QCD emissions can be studied.
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Figure 9: 68% C.L. ranges for ayz in individual yz bins and in all bins.

The nonperturbative power corrections in QCD can be determined at ¢j < 0.1, provided that
the dependence on resummation scales is controlled.

To distinguish between various contributing effects, new developments in the Collins-Soper-
Sterman resummation formalism were necessitated. The computer code RESBOS includes all
such effects relevant for computation of resummed differential distributions of lepton pairs. New
components of the theoretical framework implemented in RESBOS were reviewed in Sec. 2l In
the large-¢; region dominated by hard emissions, the two-loop fixed-order contributions imple-
mented in RESBOS show good agreement with the D@ data when the renormalization /factorization
scale Cy4@ for hard emissions is set to be close to (/2

In the resummed W piece dominating at small ¢7, we include 2-loop perturbative coefficients
in the resummed W term by using the exact formulas for the A and B coefficients and a numerical
estimate for the small O(a?) contribution §C) to the Wilson coefficient functions. We also fully
include, up to O(a?), the dependence on resummation scale parameters C; and Cy, (see Secs. 2.3l
and 2.4]). Matching corrections and final-state electroweak contributions were implemented and
investigated in order to understand their non-negligible impact on the cross sections. Finally, we
implemented a form factor WNp(b, Q) describing soft nonperturbative emissions at transverse
positions b > 1 GeV~! in the context of a two-parameter b, model [32], cf. Sec.

With this setup, we performed a study of the small-¢; region at the D® Run-2 with the

goal to determine the range of plausible nonperturbative contributions. We found that, to

51n this region, a three-loop correction must be computed in the future to reach NNLO accuracy in a.
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describe Drell-Yan dilepton production with the invariant mass 70 < @ < 110 GeV, it suffices
to use a simplified nonperturbative form factor that retains only a leading power correction,
WNP(b,Q = My) = exp (—b*az). The power correction modifies the shape of do/dgy in a
pattern distinct from variations due to the dependence on the resummation scales Cy /b, C2Q,
and C3/b in the leading-power term Wpe”, see Figs. Bl @, and Bl For various fixed combinations
of scale parameters C' 23, or when the scale parameters were varied, the fits require nonzero az
values that were summarized in Tables [[l and 2l For example, when the variations in the scales
(2,3 were incorporated as shared free parameters in all rapidity bins using a correlation matrix,
we obtained ay = O.82J_r8:%% GeV? at 68% C.L., cf. Table 2], consistently with the other tried
methods. The estimate of the 68% C.L. uncertainty including the scale dependence indicates
clear preference for a non-zero az, without appreciable rapidity dependence.

The magnitude of ayz depends on the resummation scales, but allowing the scales to vary
increases the probability for having larger, not smaller az. The best-fit az is also correlated
with b4z, which controls the upper boundary of the b range where the exact perturbative
approximation for W”e’"t(b,Q,yz) is used. Using bee = 1.5 GeV~! in this study, we obtain
a(b,Q) ~ 0.8 GeV? at Q = My, which is consistent with the value obtained with the other WN P
forms maximally preserving the perturbative contribution [74} [75] [76 32]. The dependence on
bimaz Weakens at by, above 1 GeV_l, and even larger ay values are preferred for b,,,, below
1 GeV™L, cf. Fig. 2 in [32]. The fitted data was corrected for the effects of final-state NLO QED
radiation. In the fitted region ¢; < 0.1, the uncertainty due to the matching of the resummed
and finite-order terms was shown to be negligible.

The nonperturbative form factor at other /s and @ values can be predicted using the
relations in Sec. This is possible because the dominant part of /VIV/N p is associated with the
soft factor exp (—S(b,@)) which does not depend on /s or the types of the incident hadrons.
It is argued in Sec. that the /VIV/N p factors are identical within the 68% C.L. error in central-
rapidity Z and W production at the same /s. The same ay value that we determined can
be readily applied to predict W boson differential distributions at the Tevatron Run-2, or,
with appropriate modifications proportional to In(@Q) and In(s), in other kinematical ranges, cf.
Eq. (38).

The resummation calculation employed in this analysis can be reproduced using the RESBos-
P code [98] and input tables [99] available at the “@Qp resummation portal at Michigan State
University”. The central input tables are provided for az = 1.12 + 0.07 GeV?, €, = Cs = 2by,
Cy = 1/2, and central CT10 NNLO PDF. In addition, the distribution includes RESBOS tables
corresponding to the best-fit resummed parameters and CT10 NNLO PDF eigenvector sets.
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Figure 10: Data vs. theory ratios for the Qr distribution by ATLAS 7 TeV, 35 — 40 pb™! [26]
and ¢, distribution ATLAS 7 TeV, 4.6 b=t [27]

Finally, for a detailed exploration of the low-¢; region, the distribution includes tables for az
in the interval 0.5 — 1.7 GeV? with step 0.1 GeV? using the central PDF, and, to study scale
dependence, 7 RESBOS grids for the central az ceptrar = 1.12 GeV?, and the scale parameters
Cy = by, 4by, Cy = 1/4,1, and C3 = by, 4by.

As an example of a phenomenological application, Fig. [0l compares the RESBOS predictions
with the ATLAS data [26] 27] on Drell-Yan pair production near the Z boson resonance peak at
/s = 7 TeV. The figure shows ratios of data to theory cross sections. The left subfigure shows
the Q7 distribution for 35 — 40 pb~!, compared to the RESBoS prediction with az = 1.1 GeV2,
Cy = C5 =2 by,Cy = 1/2. The yellow band indicates variations in the cross section due to the
scales in the range Cy = by, 4by, Co = 1/4,1, and C3 = by, 4bg. In the case of Qp distribution,
we obtain good agreement between theory and data and in the intermediate/small Q7 region
the theoretical uncertainty due to C 23 scale parameters is reduced compared to the study of
Ref. [20].

The right subfigure shows the ratio of the more recent ¢; distribution to the central theory
prediction based on our default parametrization at much higher level of accuracy. Here, a
RESBOS prediction based on the BLNY parametrization has shown better agreement with the

data than other available codes and was used for event simulation during the ATLAS analysis.
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A comparable, although somewhat worse agreement is realized by the GNW parametrization,
which was not used at any stage by ATLAS. The right subfigure shows several curves for the
default C1 23 choice and az in the range 0.5 — 1.7 GeV?2. It is clear that the ATLAS ¢, data
is sensitive to az as well as b4, and can possibly discriminate subleading power contributions
to the nonperturbative form factor WNp(b, Q) proportional to b* and beyond. We provide sets
of updated RESBOs grids for the LHC kinematics that can be used for future improvements in

the nonperturbative model.

5 Conclusions

In our analysis we have shown that a significant nonperturbative Gaussian smearing is necessary
to describe features of the low ¢; spectrum. A non-zero NP function is present even if all the
perturbative scale parameters of the CSS formalism are varied. Values of az smaller than
0.5 GeV? are disfavoured by the fit to the recent D@ data, as demonstrated in Sec. B The
dependence of the do/d¢; on various factors was recently examined in [50], and it was observed
that the dependence of on the nonperturbative contributions could not be reliably separated
from the dependence on the perturbative QCD scales. To go beyond the analysis of Ref. [50], we
carried out a quantitative fit to the ¢, data of D@ , in which we implemented the dependence on
the soft resummation scales to NNLO, cf. Sec.[2.4l We found that the small-¢; spectrum cannot
be fully described by employing perturbative scale variations only. From the characteristic
suppression of the production rate at very small ¢y, or very small Qr/Q, we established the
magnitude of the nonperturbative effects.

The resummed predictions based on the new nonperturbative form are implemented in the
RESBOS code. It will be of particular interest to explore the constraining power of the new
forthcoming LHC data for Z and W production at a variety of /s, boson’s invariant masses,
and rapidities. Precise measurements of hadronic cross sections at small Q7 will verify the
TMD formalism for QCD factorization and shed light on the nonperturbative QCD dynamics.
These developments will depend on consistent combination of NNLO QCD and NLO electroweak

effects and reduction of perturbative scale dependence in QCD predictions for ()7 distributions.
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